Cosmopolitan perspectives on contemporary social and political issues have made inroads into EU studies, despite official EU discourse making no reference to Europeans as cosmopolitans. There are three main dimensions to the cosmopolitanization of the EU studies agenda: (i) a rethinking of transnationalism and globalization in relation to the EU; (ii) an increasing interest in the social dimensions of Europeanization; and (iii) a growing multi-disciplinarity in the study of contemporary Europe. There are several reasons for the increased interest in cosmopolitanism: a growing disenchantment with nationalism; recognition of the importance of global civil society; the 'cosmopolitan democracy' thesis advanced by Archibugi and Held; and the growing importance of human rights as a benchmark for democracy. Cosmopolitanism encourages a shift from a concern with the role of the nation-state in Europe to a broader sense of its role in the world, and relativizes Europe and the EU by placing them in a global context.
Political scientists are often ambivalent about cosmopolitanism, appreciating the normative gesture towards the unity of humankind while criticizing the lack of meaningful content given to ideas of world citizenship and universal brotherhood. 1 This has led to suggestions that too much is claimed for cosmopolitanism, which despite its high principles can never give real content to politics, in the sense of replacing the centrality of the nation-state in the political imagination. This is by and large the position adopted by European Union (EU) scholars, for whom cosmopolitanism is at best a marginal issue with no real application to European affairs. This position has been challenged in recent years as a result of the obvious need to study the place of Europe in the world, and the attribution of cosmopolitan-like qualities to the EU. Famously, in the words of Daniele Archibugi (1998, p. 219) , 'the first international model which begins to resemble the cosmopolitan model is the European Union'. This has not resulted in a 'mainstreaming' of cosmopolitanism within EU studies, however. What has in fact occurred is rather less dramatic: the EU studies agenda has begun to be influenced by cosmopolitanism, although the cosmopolitan provenance of many influential ideas is not always acknowledged, either by the EU or by EU studies scholars. It is argued here that both overt and implicit perspectives on cosmopolitanism are having an increasing impact on the EU studies agenda. I use the term implicit because the cosmopolitan dimensions of academic or policy positions are not always made explicit by those who advance them. For example, Jeremy Rifkin (2004a, b) has recently outlined ways in which the EU has broken with the dominant national frame of reference and is engendering a global consciousness. He does this without explicit reference to cosmopolitanism. From within the EU, former French Finance Minister Strauss-Kahn (commissioned by Commission President Romano Prodi in January 2003 to establish a Round Table to investigate the viability of a 'European model of development'), argues that the European social model should defend the 'dignity of all human beings, not just of Europeans ' (Strauss-Kahn, 2004) . Again, this is cosmopolitanism in all but name. So cosmopolitan perspectives are growing more influential even if they are not always accorded the credit they deserve.
There are three main dimensions to the cosmopolitanization of the EU studies agenda, each contributing to a noticeable shift in the way we are studying the EU and contemporary Europe. Before outlining them it is necessary to state that there exists no single cosmopolitan school of thought on European integration but rather a range of emerging perspectives which share some common features. So the term 'cosmopolitanism' here refers to a cluster of approaches, rather than a single interpretative position.
The first dimension is that cosmopolitanism is causing EU scholars to rethink not only the nature of political community, citizenship, and belonging in Europe but also the dynamics of transnationalism and, more importantly perhaps, the relation between Europe and globalization. In short, this is because whereas previously EU studies has been working with a nation-centred model of European integration and transnational connectivity, cosmopolitanism recasts transnational processes as (i) the norm for human connectivity, (ii) pre-dating the creation of European nation-states, and (iii) having a scope not limited to the European sphere. In the case of globalization, conventionally cast (in economic terms) as an external threat to the EU nation-state and therefore a catalyst for EU integration, cosmopolitanism sees globalization as having the potential to act from within national societies. The need to rethink the processes of transnational connectivity and globalization */so central to many accounts of European integration */has stimulated a new awareness of the complexities of Europeanization and, in particular, the ways in which the European nation-state is being transformed by the logic of EU integration.
The second dimension to the cosmopolitanization of the EU studies agenda is the priority it gives to social transformation as the context for understanding contemporary Europe. At the core of cosmopolitanism is a concern with new social relations: to self, to others, and to the world. Cosmopolitanism is very much about the place of the individual in the world, and the way in which political communities of whatever scale orient themselves inwardly towards individuals, and outwardly towards the rest of the world. The idea that the EU is a new form of political community is thus of central interest to cosmopolitanism. But rather than seeing European integration as an economically driven process authored by nation-states it locates Europeanization in processes of social transformation rather than in institutionalization. In short, Europeans are having to re-orient themselves in a post-Western, post-national, and post-welfare state Europe, and also are having to locate themselves, their nation-states and Europe within an ever changing world: becoming European is also about being open to the world (Delanty & Rumford, 2005) .
The third cosmopolitan dimension is that EU studies is becoming more interdisciplinary. This is not simply due to the recognition that the social dimensions of Europeanization are important and therefore need a new disciplinary input, although this is certainly the case. Europeanization is increasingly studied by those disciplines which traditionally have not featured large in the study of European integration */for example, sociology, anthropology, planning, cultural studies (Bellier & Wilson, 2000; Jonsson et al ., 2000; Rumford, 2002; Jensen & Richardson, 2004 ) */and within which recent debates on cosmopolitanism have developed. It is also important that there is no (as yet) disciplinary domination of cosmopolitanism. Cosmopolitanism can draw upon philosophical, political science, international relations, sociological and many other intellectual traditions without any one of them being hegemonic. Cosmopolitanism thus accepts and promotes a multidisciplinarity which is often lacking in EU studies, a fact which is compounded by EU studies having been the slowest of the social science disciplines to react to or embrace the 'cosmopolitan turn'. This latter observation deserves further investigation which can be better achieved through a more thorough survey of the recent rise of cosmopolitanism (see below).
To summarize, then, it has been argued that the existence of cosmopolitanism (broadly construed) is influencing the EU studies agenda. The impact of cosmopolitanism is not always recognized for what it is and the cosmopolitanization of EU studies is frequently implicit as well as occasionally explicit. It is argued that the three areas in which this has been felt is (i) a rethinking of transnationalism and globalization in relation to the EU, (ii) an increasing interest in the social dimensions of Europeanization, and (iii) a growing multi-disciplinarity in approaches to the study of contemporary Europe.
The Recent Rise of Cosmopolitanism
Cosmopolitan perspectives have become increasingly influential across the social sciences and humanities in the past decade or so. This development has been assisted by the concurrent advancement of a range of themes with which cosmopolitanism has become associated: globalization, the universalization of human rights, popular imagery associated with flows, mobilities and networks, and the individualization of Western societies. Although cosmopolitanism has emerged once more as a key theme within the social sciences, no consensus exists on what constitutes cosmopolitanism, who can be described as cosmopolitan, or where cosmopolitanism might be found. In fact, a number of contending ways of conceiving cosmopolitanism have been promoted, some drawing upon much older political traditions, others of more recent vintage. For example, cosmopolitanism is commonly associated with a particular political perspective: the viewpoint of someone who identifies him/herself as a citizen of the world, or someone who wishes to transcend a narrow, nationalistic outlook. Cosmopolitanism is also associated with a form of normative politics, a post-national wish-list for global democratic governance, as for example in the work of Archibugi, Held and their colleagues (Archibugi & Held, 1995; Archibugi et al ., 1998) . Cosmopolitanism can also be invoked as a quality of a place, as in the expression 'London is a cosmopolitan city'. Alternatively, cosmopolitanism can denote a transformative process, as with Beck's (2002, p. 17) idea of cosmopolitanization, or globalization from within national societies.
We can identify several reasons for the increased interest in cosmopolitanism over the past decade or so. First, the negative potential of nationalism, as played out in some countries following their exit from communist regimes in the former Soviet Union and Eastern Europe. In a globalizing world where the role of the nation-state is changing, and the nation and the state are becoming de-coupled, nationalism is increasingly seen as divisive, exclusionary, and destructive. Second, in the study of international relations, the importance of INGOs, global social movements, and transnational advocacy networks has been recognized and furthered by a more general interest in transnational mobility and interconnectivity. These organizations and networks are seen as a force for democracy and a challenge to the power of nation-states and/or global capitalism. Third, these shifts have encouraged the development of the 'cosmopolitan democracy' thesis, advanced by Archibugi, Held and others, in which the world order is deemed to require forms of regulation and intervention to ensure that democracy can be achieved in different settings above and below the state, in addition to the continuing importance of the nation-state level. The work of these authors on cosmopolitan democracy has contributed in no small part to the rise in awareness and popularity of cosmopolitanism more generally. Fourth, there is the rise to prominence of ideas associated with universal personhood rights and the international regimes which have sponsored them. In the post-war world, human rights have become the benchmark for assessing the freedom of the individual and rights have become more universal than democracy (Beetham, 1998, p. 59) . There has been a marked shift from peoples as the targeted recipients of justice via the nation-state to the individual qua human being. This, coupled with an increased interest in questions of citizenship (post-national, multicultural) more generally, has accelerated the impact of cosmopolitanism.
Cosmopolitanism is not a new idea, possessing a lineage which can be traced back to the ancient world, and being firmly embedded in various traditions of Western political thought (Rengger, 2003) . It was largely eclipsed in the modern period by the ideologies associated with national belonging, and beset by negative associations with the premodern, the rootless and the marginal. Some of these associations remain to the present day and work to limit the popularity of cosmopolitan perspectives (see Kofman in this special issue). There is a different sense in which cosmopolitanism is not new: cosmopolitanism has been a constant feature of everyday social and political life for a very long time. In addition to conscious avowals of cosmopolitan identity amongst elites there exists a sort of 'banal cosmopolitanism' which has remained hidden or has simply not been recognized due to its ordinariness. This cosmopolitanism occurs alongside, and not necessarily in conflict with, nationalism and other identities (Cheah, 1998) , and can be found in networks formed by interest groups, in the codes of practice adhered to by groups of professionals, in the communities of scholars who encircle the globe with their conferences and publication activities, and in the commonalities generated by workers' organizations, peace campaigners, and the women's movement, for example.
Whereas traditional ideas associated with cosmopolitanism revolve around world citizenship (Heater, 2002) , more recent constructions emphasize a multiplicity of identities and belongings, and membership in a plurality of communities. This has formed the basis for a new political content for cosmopolitanism (as an alternative to exclusive forms of nationalism, for example), and for an idea of world citizenship which is grounded in tangible benefits and pragmatic policy regimes (environmental responsibility; personhood rights; human development) rather than abstract notions of universal brotherhood. It is fair to say that there is no one dominant interpretation of cosmopolitanism today (Vertovec & Cohen, 2002) . It can stand for inter alia : world citizenship, as embodied in the UN's Universal Declaration of Human Rights; the advocacy of a more democratic world order of national states; an engagement and respect for the Other and acknowledgement of difference; the recognition of the multiplicity of identifications which characterizes contemporary social life; or a rejection of narrow and exclusionary forms of nationalism, or all of these.
Cosmopolitanism and the Study of Contemporary Europe
The relationship between cosmopolitanism and Europe is a curious one. On the one hand, the EU has been described as the first international organization with cosmopolitan credentials (Archibugi, 1998) , while the EU itself never invokes cosmopolitanism in its deliberations on citizenship, civil society or European identity, and cosmopolitanism is not part of the self-identity of the EU. In other words, at the same time as the EU is being interpreted as a cosmopolitan polity-in-the-making by social scientists, mainly on the strength of its capacity for transnationalized decision making, EU institutions and their policy makers eschew mention of cosmopolitanism in their official discourse.
While cosmopolitanism has risen rapidly up the social science agenda it has made relatively few inroads in EU studies. By and large, EU scholars have remained untouched by the emerging cosmopolitan agenda. This deserves further investigation, particularly when one considers that other political and social scientists such as Archibugi have accorded the EU a privileged place in relation to cosmopolitanism. However, the policy documents and other publications of the EU never refer to Europeans as cosmopolitans, or the processes which might contribute to the cosmopolitanization of Europe, even though the European Commission has spent more than a decade attempting to give substance to the idea of European citizenship, invigorating the idea of European civil society, and exporting the 'European model of society'.
One explanation for the neglect of cosmopolitanism by EU scholars could be that their work is aligned rather too closely with the EU policy agenda, to such an extent that developments which do not appear important to the EU are seen as equally unimportant by those studying integration. It is certainly the case that EU studies is notoriously neglectful of dynamics which do not contribute directly to integration (Rumford & Murray, 2003) , and EU studies tends to focus on the internal dynamics of integration rather than the global environment, which is deemed external (Rosamond, 1999) . Indeed, many accounts of European integration make no reference to the impact of globalization on the EU (Wincott, 2000, pp. 178 Á/179) . Another explanation for the neglect of cosmopolitanism within EU studies could be the belief that at root the EU is a project created by and existing for the benefit of the Member States, and, as such, cosmopolitanism is perceived as a threat to a Europe of nation-states. Even so, it is worth asking the question why, after enlargement to the east and the embrace of 10 new Member States (with perhaps another four to follow in the next few years) there is no room for cosmopolitanism in the lexicon of the EU.
At the heart of the debate on cosmopolitanism in the context of the EU is the thorny question of the place of the nation-state in contemporary Europe. This question is a particularly important one for two reasons. First, the centrality of the nation-state or otherwise has long been a cornerstone within debates on European integration, revolving on the extent to which the EU is a supranational or intergovernmental institution. Rather than resolving the question of the role and future of the nation-state, cosmopolitanism makes it both more pertinent and more difficult to answer. Not surprisingly, the place of the nation-state in the architecture of contemporary Europe is emphasized by several contributors to this special issue, particularly the paper by Statham and Gray and the review article by Favell.
Thus, it would be wrong to conclude that the cosmopolitan encroachment means that the EU studies agenda has displaced the nation-state from questions central to Europeanization (just as it would be wrong to suppose that the cosmopolitanization of EU studies is an irresistible or irreversible process). What cosmopolitanism is starting to do, however, and this may well be its single biggest contribution, is to situate developments in Europe within a wider context of study. There are two aspects of this. First, cosmopolitanism relativizes Europe by asserting the importance of placing Europe within a global frame. It might be argued that an awareness of the impact of globalization has already achieved this. However, EU studies interpretations of globalization have frequently emphasized the integrative impulse generated by the threat of economic globalization, and, as such, can be seen as paving the way to 'Fortress Europe', a Europe more distinct from the rest of the world. Second, debate on the continuing importance of the nationstate within European integration has revolved around the potential of transnational processes, mobilities, and 'free movement' generally to undermine the cohesiveness of the nation-state. On this model, one could remain national or become more European, or some combination of the two. Cosmopolitanism allows for the possibility that people may develop attachments to communities beyond both the nation-state and Europe, and, more importantly perhaps, that becoming European is at the same time an orientation to the world. As Rifkin (2004b) and others have pointed out, Europe is engendering a global consciousness, and in order to come out of our national shells and become more European we need, out of necessity, to become more open to universalistic principles. In sum, the rise of cosmopolitan perspectives does not foreclose debate about the place of the nation-state within contemporary Europe. On the contrary, it is likely to exacerbate it while at the same time changing the context of the debate; from a narrow concern with the role of the nation-state in Europe to a broader sense of its role in the world.
Contributions to this Special Issue
This special issue of Innovation seeks to register the impact of cosmopolitan perspectives on contemporary Europe and, at the same time, broaden the current debate on European integration by acknowledging the potential multi-disciplinary contribution of cosmopolitanism. In doing so it develops a range of important themes often neglected or seen as secondary in EU studies: the relationship between the EU and wider Europe; globalization and the EU; the role of transnational forms of 'contentious politics'; and the centrality of culture, identity and difference to the politics of belonging. The emphasis is not on the potential of cosmopolitanism to reinterpret familiar political problems but rather to map the shifting agenda in EU studies that cosmopolitanism is in part responsible for. Placed high on this agenda is the need to rethink the dynamics of transnationalism and Europeanization on the one hand, and the impact of globalization on the other. It is likely that this agenda will in turn generate more critical and sceptical readings of EU integration than are to be found within the purview of conventional EU studies.
In the first of the contributions, Gerard Delanty addresses the question of what it means to be a European. His paper explores the notion of Europeanism, and particularly different conceptions of European self-understanding. He concludes that in contrast to the American preference for hyphenated identities (Irish-American, African-American, etc.) European identity needs to be conceived of in terms of cosmopolitanism. Cosmopolitan identifications, including but not limited to an association with Europe, offer a significant means by which individuals can re-imagine their history, personhood and attachments in the world.
Ben Rosamond investigates the relationship between globalization and European integration and the ways in which particular readings of globalization have been 'mainstreamed' in political science approaches to European studies. He finds that many influential approaches fail to account for the range of possible relationships between globalization and European integration. Rosamond's paper draws attention to the weaknesses characteristic of much contemporary thinking in integration studies and advocates a much broader and more profound exchange with theories of globalization. In doing so he highlights the need to frame the study of Europe within a global perspective and challenge interpretations of EU integration which are solipsistic and self-congratulatory. In doing so he contributes to the wider debate on rethinking globalization and Europe highlighted above.
Nick Stevenson looks at the vexed question of European civil society and its role vis-à-vis European citizenship, culture and identity. For cosmopolitanism to take hold in Europe, he argues, it is necessary to construct a European civil society, although this is difficult to separate from global civil society in that they share many common features. Moreover, European civil society, in order to come into being, is dependent upon the concomitant development of a cosmopolitan consciousness through which Europeans can begin to resolve issues generated by the politics of difference, multiculturalism, and social exclusion.
Rather than endorsing optimistic predictions of a cosmopolitan future, Paul Statham and Emily Gray, in their study of political claims-making in Britain and France, find that British public debates on Europe are internalized within the nation-state rather than creating links to supranational or transnational European institutions and publics. Nevertheless, the article demonstrates that contemporary European studies has generated a new type of comparative politics, one which measures the extent to which Member States are Europeanized. This suggests that the transnational dimensions of European politics are increasingly taken as a reference point in the study of Europe. It also demonstrates that we need to take into account the extent to which the absence of Europeanization can shape political discourse in and of Europe.
Eleonore Kofman addresses the ambivalence of cosmopolitanism in the sense that what are considered positive cosmopolitan qualities in some (mobility, the ability to 'rise above' national belonging) are considered to be threatening qualities in others. In other words, the cosmopolitan who is able to move freely and is at home anywhere can also be cast as a rootless and uncommitted outsider, and treated with suspicion and hostility. In twentieth-century Europe it was the Jew who occupied the latter role whereas today the fear of divided loyalties and transnational political participation falls in particular upon Europe's Muslim populations who are often compelled to demonstrate that they are not cosmopolitan in order to gain acceptance. Thus cosmopolitanism contains a paradox: it is 'privileged nationals' who are most able to enjoy the benefits of European mobility.
The purpose of this special issue is certainly not to present a new school of thought on cosmopolitanism nor to concretize a particular interdisciplinary reading of EU affairs. The intention is rather different and centres on the desire to develop a multi-perspectival reading of contemporary European transformations. Broader social science perspectives are necessary in order to better understand contemporary European dynamics, and, more radically, the displacement of Europe from the centre of European studies. If the former can be achieved through multi-disciplinarity, the latter requires a 'cosmopolitan agenda' in order to begin to relativize Europe and place it in a global context.
NOTE

1.
The papers comprising this special issue were all presented at the Cosmopolitanism and Europe Conference, Royal Holloway, University of London in April 2004.
